
UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
Region Ill 

Mr. Joseph Otis Minott 
Executive Director 
Clean Air Council 
135 South 19th Street 
Suite 300 

841 Chestnut Building 
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 19107 

',..,.. .. ·gg4 

Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 19103 

De a r Mr. Minott: 

Thank you for your letter of October 5, 1994 expressing your 
concern over recent events in Pennsylvania, which attempt to 
undermine the goals of the Clean Air Act. As you can see, EPA 
has responded swiftly to both the Governor and Lieutenant 
Governor of Pennsylvania, encouraging them to follow through with 
implementation of the enhanced inspection and maintenance (I/M) 
program in the Commonwealth . Clearly, EPA will not hesitate 
sanctioning the Commonwealth, should implementation of the 
program be derailed. 

EPA believes the I/M program will afford the citizens of 
Pennsylvania the maximum air quality benefit for the least cost. 
I would ask that you join me in support of this program and 
encourage your fellow Pennsylvanians to also support our clean 
air goals . 

Enclosures: 

? 
Sincerely, 

I'· ~~ . I(_\ 
/ Peter H. Kostmayer 

Regional Administra 





. ~ .... 

TO 

UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL. PROTECTION AGENCY 

WASHINGTON. D.C. 20460 

OCT l,J$94 

The Honorable Robert P. casey 
Governor o f Pennsylvania 
Ha rr i s burg, Pennsyl vania 1 7120 

THE AOMINISTRATOR 

Thank you f0r your oc t ober 4 , 1994 letter expr~ssing 

~ncertninty about r e cent events that affect the implementation of 

a n enhanced vehicle inspection and maintenance (I/M) program i n 

the Commonwealth. EPA fully concurs wittr yqur assessment t hat 

the delayed implementat ion of this program wou ld needl essly 

prevent the citizens of Pennsylvania from realizing very 

s ubstantial public health benefits. Moreover, s uch a delay would 

put the Commonwealth in jeopardy of mandatory industrial growth 

sanctions and loss of federal high~ay funding, both of which 

could severely weaken Pennsylvania's economy. 

Several of the concerns that you raised in your letter were 

recently addressed by the Agency in response to your Lieutenant 

Governor, who raised similar concerns. A copy of that response 

i s enclosed. We will be providing you information on your other 

concerns under separate cover. 

We wholeheartedly agree with your assessment ·that your 

administration has designed and is implementing an I / M program 

that minimizes the costs and inconvenience to Pennsylvania's 

motorists while providing the air pollution reductions needed to 

protect the public health. This program also will create jobs 

and conserve energy in the commonwealth. 

EPA believes that Pennsylvania has designed a model· I/M 

program that is in keeping with the spirit and intent of. the 

Clean Air Act. Again, I implore you to proceed with efforts that 

will allow for implementation ot I/M as scheduled in January 

1995. Anything less would needlessly subject the state to 

adverse health and economic e!tects. 

carol M. Browner 

Enclosure · 

·' 
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CO MMO N.W..:.AL.IH ()1> P£NH:6YLVA N I& 

LIEUTENANT GOVERNOR'S OFFICE 

MARK 5 . SINGE:l.. 

L I£UHNAIH UOVi:HNOI< 

The Honorable Carol M. Browner 
Administrator 

1111Rn1seunc 111~0 ·ooo~ 

/ 1/·/U / • .• LJU(J 

October 6, 1994 

United States Environmental Protection Agency 
401 M Street, S.W. 
Suite W-1200 
Washington, D.C. 20460 

Dear Administrator Browner: 

As you know, the centralized inspection and maintenance (liM) program mandated by the 
Clean Air Act has long been controversial in Pennsylvania, as elsewhere. As a state senator, I 
opposed imposition of such a program a dozen years ago, but our legislature was forced to accept 
it in the face of the requirements imposed by Congress and the Environmental Protection Agency 
(EPA) under prior Administrations. This sorry situation played out once again after Congress in 
1990 adopted the Clean Air Act Amendments imposing an even more stringent auto inspection 
program on Pennsylvania. 

Since that time, our Administration in Pennsylvania has sought ways to avoid the harshest 
impacts of this congressional mandate, but has received absolutely no cooperation from EPA In 
January 1993, EPA representatives infonned Pennsylvania officials that a centralized system was 
"( w )hat EPA wants to see11 and that test-only systems for Pennsylvania were a 11main EPA 
requirement. 11 When T was Acting Governor in the latter half of 1993, Pennsylvania twice 
contacted EPA for clari~cation of this position, once through our Department of Transportation 
writing at my behest and the other in a personal letter from me to you directly. 

The EPA regional office responded to the first inquiry that 11 [a]s of today, it is not possible 
for any existing test-and-repair program. including the existing Pennsylvania program, 
implemented solely as a test-and-repair program, to meet the performance standard11 imposed by 
Congress; as EPA regulations require the use of data from existing systems only, this assertion 
was tantamount to a death knell for attempts to work with EPA to achieve an alternative system 
for our Commonwealth. Your deputy administrator, Mary Nichols, then responded to my 
insist~nce that EPA grant Pennsylvania the same flexibility gjven to California, that were we to 
take any legislative action such as that threatened in my lelter, "the Commonwealth would face 
sanctions under the CAA for failing to implement its SIP." And so matters have continued. 

Fed up with the failure of either EPA or Congress to respond to Pennsylvania's needs, our 
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legislature recently acted to revise Pennsylvania's liM plan, as I had warned EPA nine months 
earlier. Apparently in reaction, EPA Regional Administrator Peter Kostmayer for the first time 
stated that there was some room for "flexibility" and that "it's not too late for the State to offer an 
alternative." This certainly came as a surprise to the Commonwealth govenunent, but, if true, a 
welcome surprise~ T immediately followed up on it. I was immediately disappointed. 

' 

I was infonned today that Mr. Kostmayers "flexibility" extended only to his personal 
schedule: While he was nice enough to agree to meet with Commonwealth officials, he made 
clear that there is no flexibility in EPA's approach and that ifPcMsylvania attempts at aU to alter 
the federally-imposed liM plan, the imposition of congressionaUy mandated sanctions will be 
imminent. Mr. Kostmayer elaborated on this message in a discussion today with my chief of staff, 
telling him that 

(a) the only question as to EPA's determination to impose sanctions is whether, should 
Pennsylvania attempt to change its program, the "clock" has already run, meaning that 
sanctions would be imposed immedi"tely, or whether there would still be seven months 
remaining before sanctions are impost:d -- although Mr. Kostmayer asserted that EPA 
would not possibly approve changes in our plan within that time, so that the question of 
sanctions is only one of"whcn," not "if'; 

(b) as a congressional co-sponsor and supporter of the CAA Amendments, Mr. 
Kostmayer is certain that EPA's position is consistent with, and was intended by, the 1990 
law adopted by Congress, and that no change in EPA's position would be forthcoming 
without amendments to this law by Congress. 

Given Mr. Ko~tmayer's position, further discussions at the regional level appear to be 
pointless. I am therefore writing to request that you meet personally with Commonwealth 
officials to discuss, as soon as possible, what Pennsylvania wiU be allowed by the federal 
government to change about the now-mandated emissions program -- and, if the answer is 
nothing, to help us urge Lhose members of our congressional delegation who supported this 
mandate in 1990 to face their responsibility for changing this state of affairs. 

Sincerely, 

~?rl 
MARKS. SINGEL 
Lieutenant Governor 





135 SOUTH 19TH STREET, SUITE 300 • PHILADELPHIA, PA 19103 
(215) 567-4004 FAX (215) 567·5791 

Peter H. Kostmayer 
Regional Administrator 
EPA Region Ill 
841 Chestnut St. 
Philadelphia, PA 19107 

Dear Peter, 

October 5, 1994 

The Clean Air Council as you know is watching recent events in 
Pennsylvan ia closely. The Council believes that it is critical that EPA take a 
strong clear stance supporting Pennsylvania's Centralized Inspection and 
Maintenance program, the Employer Trip Reduction program, and 
Pennsylvania's participation in the Ozone Transport Commission. These 
elements are key to Pennsylvania cleaning up its air, and finally eradicating 
ozone pollution as a public health problem. 

If Pennsylvania does overturn these programs, clearly Pennsylvania will 
be in violation of the federal Clean Air Act Amendments of 1990. The Council 
believes at that point EPA must start the process of sanctioning the 
Commonwealth, as is required by the law. 

The Council respectfully requests a response outlining EPA's position 
and anticipated course of action on these issues. I look forward to your answer. 

...... 
RECYCLED PAPER 

Sincerely, 

J ph Otis Minott 
Executive Director 





UNITED STATES ENViRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
REGION Ill 

841 Chestnut Building 
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 19107 4431 

Honorable Mark S . Singel 
Lieutenant Governor o f Pennsylvania 
Harrisburg , Pennsylvania 17120 

, , r i( Dear Lieutenant Governor S~qe~: 

OCT Q 5 1994 

Thank you for your letter o f October 3, 1994 ·11hich 
outli~es vcur concerns wi th the enhanced inspect ion a nd 
~a i ntena~ce ( I / M) progr am requirements of the Clean Air Act. ~s 
:_iGt.:. :<new, -:::e ;::.,_viro nmencal ?rc cect i o n ;\gency ::as been : lexible in ~erms of listeni~g and respondi~g to ?ennsylvanians ' concerns about the program. I hope you will consider the long and short term benefits that Pennsylvanians will reap from this well­
designed approach to c l ean air. 

Over the past three year s Pennsylvania has moved steadi l y from carefully planning an I / M program through deba te to now 
implementation. The I/M program designed by Pennsylvania will afford the citizens of the Commonwealth the maximum air quality 
benefit for the least cost by removing approximately 225 tons per day o f pollution from our air. 

The program also takes consumer concerns into account. It provides vehicle owners with convenient locations, short wait 
times and accurate, computer-controlled emissions tests. It also helps ensure economic growth by sharing with Pennsylvania 
business and industry the task o f reducing air pollution. 

The Clean Air Act recognizes a time for debate and a time 
for implementation . At this late date, any delay or modification of this program will immediately place the Commonwealth in 
jeopardy of mandatory sanctions on highway funding and on 
industry. 

I would urge the 
implementation of the 
delay it in any way. 
Commonwealth has made 

Commonwealth to continue to ensure 
I/M program and to discourage efforts to 
Please do not hinder the progress the 
in meeting the goals of the Clean Air Act. SiJ!7 

Peter H. Kostmayer 
Regional Administrator 





CONTROLLED CORRESPONDENCE 
FROM THE 

GOVERNMENT AFFAIRS BRANCH 

CONTROL NUMBER: .tJ.· Ul-llltO/ 

RECEIVED FROM/RESPOND TO: 

SUBJECT: PA- IlM 

Honorable James C. Greenwood 
House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515 

Dear Congressman Greenwood: 

RECEIVED IN GAB: 10/ 19/94 

DATE SIGNED: NOV 2 5 1994 

DELIVERED TO THE CORRESPONDENCE CONTROL POINT IN BOLD ON: 10/19/94 
' • )1;," ~,_ •• ~.... ' -- ... J • • ~ ,....~ .... ~:. • ...- - • 

• ,., ~· ': •• ' ,: l. ·~ f - ., 'A. I •• I • '. · ~ ~· '. ·,$ 

Chesapeake Bay Program (Kim Lonasco) 
Environmental Equity (Dominique Lueckenhoft) 
Environmental Services Division (Gayl Solomon) 
Hazardous Waste Management Division (Alicia Morris) 
Office of External Affairs (Angela Cochnar) 
Office of Policy and Management (Joan Kopper) 
Office of Regional Counsel (Geri DiSantis) 
Water Management Division (Louvinia Madison-Glenn) 

SPECIAL INSTRUCTIONS: When responding to correspondence controlled to the Region from 
headquarters, please state (in the first paragraph of the response) that we are respondin-g on behalf 
of whoever the letter was addressed to at headquarters. · · ~ ') \994 

~.=:roN II"I 





JA~.1ES C. GRE ENWOOD 
a, ... I1•SHII 1Cr P("" "' SflY'A N IA 

COMMITTEE ON 
ENERGY I NO CQMr 'ERCE 

SUBCOMMITOEE ON HEAl T!:i 
ANO THE ENVIRONMENT 

SUBCOMMITOEE ON COMM ERCE. 
CONSUMER PROTECTION 
ANO COMPETITIVENESS 

((ongress of tbe ~ niteb ~tates 
~oust of l\tprtstntatibts 

Masbington, 1.B(( 20515-3808 
October 13, 1994 

The Honorable Carol M. Browner 
Administrator 
EPA 
401 M St SW 
Washington, DC 20460-0001 

Dear Administrator Browner: 

5 r S C A"fto.ON Svu .. Ot~G 
\V•)ro.w;ro ... DC 20 5 • 5 

12021 225-•2 76 

69 E O• <t AN O A •;[ 

OO<L! SfOWN PA 1890 I 
c2 15l348-7511 

I 0 AFORO V • u £v 
Suor ! 800 

L•~GHOAN( PA 1904 7 
c2 15J 752-7711 

I want to bring to your attention the enclosed wire story 
r egarding che auto emission testing program in Pennsylvania. As 
you will note, the article indicates that EPA Regional 
Administrator Peter Kostmayer is pitching an Arizona firm's 
automobile emissions testing system "that's expected to eliminate 
225 of the 2,000 tons of airborne pollution created by cars every 
day . " 

My curiosity about the figures cited in the article led me -
to ask my staff to contact the reporter for the source of the 
numbers . I was advised that the source of the numbers was 
Administrator Kostmayer. I would appreciate your assistance in 
obtaining the scientific basis for and origin of the numbers 
being quoted. 

I also would appreciate receiving at the earliest possible 
date the scientific studies that were used as a basis for the 
emissions testi~g requirements in the Department's November 199 2 
Rule on Inspection/Maintenance Program . Please include the 
program's anticipated effect on air quality. 

As we have discussed, the Employer Commuter Option (ECO ) 
a l so is of grave concern to many in the State of Pennsylvania. I 
would appreciate the scientific studies that were the basis f o r 
t h is program as well as the ECO's anticipated effect on air 
quality. 

Thank you, in advance, for your prompt attention to this 
req uest. 

JCG:sc 
Enclosure 

Sincerely, 

C. Greenwood 

I ' 





5 AP 10-13-94 03:44 AET 55 LINES 
PM-Auto Emissions,430 
EPA Chief Kicks Off Auto Emissions Campaign With Arizona Firm 
By WAYNE WOOLLEY= 
Associated Press Writer= 

PHILADELPHIA (AP) Fifteen minutes isn ' t a long time to wait 
for cleaner air in Pennsylvania. 

At least that's the -,,ay federal Environmental Protection Agency 
Regional Administrator Peter Kostmayer is pitching a proposed 
automobile emissions testing system run by an Arizona firm that's 
expected to eliminate 225 of the 2,000 tons of airborne pollution 
created by cars every day. 

The disputed plan calls for motorists in 25 urban and suburban 
c ounties to have their cars tested biannually at one of 86 sites 
around the state . 

It has already run into criticism from the Legislature and 
others who fear the system will have inconvenient locations and 
long lines. 

'' Our program is in the best interests of the Commonwealth,'' 
Kostmayer said Wednesday as he kicked off a statewide tour to push 
the plan . . 

The state already signed a contract with Arizona-based 
Envirotest Systems Inc. to build and operate the 86 centralized 
testing stations outfitted with state-of-the-art equipment. 
Kostmayer said that nearly all have been built already. 

Envirotest has guaranteed that 85 percent of drivers will be 
able to take the test within 15 minutes ; 95 percent within 20 
minutes and 100 percent within 25 minutes. Kostmayer said the 
company ''will pay substantial penalties'' if the tests take 
l onger. 

The cost of the test would range from $17 to $22 . Repairs would 
have to be made at garages, not at the testing sites. 

Kostmayer warned that doing nothing will be expensive. 
If Pennsylvania delays the federally mandated program it faces 

the l oss of about $1 billion annually in federal highway funds, 
beginning in January of 1995, he said. 

Lt. Gov. Mark Singel, the Democratic gubernatorial nominee, 
opposes the plan, as does the Legislature , which voted last month 
to block the plan and ordered the state Department of 
Transportation to formulate alternatives. 

Gov. Robert P . Casey, however, supports the plan and promised 
this week to veto the Legislature 's measure blocking it. 

While the EPA is talking with Legislative leaders, Kostmayer 
saod he's fully prepared for a Legislative override of Casey's 
veto. 

Kostmayer said he's trying to convince the public that the new 
test will clean the air at the best costs. 

He predicted that 80 percent of the cars would pass the test the 
first time. He said an estimated three percent of car owners taking 
the test would have to spend the maximum of $450 in repairs to 
reduce pollution emissions. 

The EPA would waive any repairs beyond $450 in each two year 
period, said EPA spokeswoman Ruth Podems . 





UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
Region Ill 

841 Chestoot Building 
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 19107 

Honorable James c. Greenwood 
House of Representatives 
Washington, C 20515 • 

NOV 2 5 1994 

Thank or your letter of October 13, 1994 to 
Administrat rowner regarding the Pennsylvania enhanced 
inspection and maintenance (I/M) and the Employee Commute Options 
(ECO) programs. our office i s responding to your letter on 
behalf of the Administrator. 

Please find enclosed four EPA documents which will address 
your questions regarding the data and research used to develop 
the federal regulations for the motor vehicle inspection and 
maintenance ( I /M) program. A copy of the federal I/M regulations 
is also enclosed. We have also included one document released by 
the Colorado Department of Health and one document released by 
Radian Corporation which address IM240 testing and alternatives. 
The specific data collected by EPA on each vehicle tested under 
the IM240 test procedure is available through the Michigan 
Terminal System which is operated by Wayne State University. 

The numbers quoted in the press release cited in your letter 
were incorrect. Enhanced I/M is expected to eliminate 131 tons 
per day of the 2,207 pounds per day of volatile o rganic compounds 
(VOCs) emitted in Pennsylvania from all sources which includes 
highway, stationary, nonroad and area sources. Current state 
plans call for a 210 tons per day VOC reduction from highway 
sources, of which 131 tons or 62 percent are due to the enhanced 
I/M program. These figures were obtained from the Pennsylvania 
Department of Environmental Resources and were calculated using 
EPA's MOBILE5a model which estimates highway emissions. 

We are currently looking into your request for the 
scientific studies that were the basis for the ECO program and 
ECO's anticipated effect on air quality. We will be sending this 
information to you in a subsequent letter. 





.. 

In closing, we believe the Commonwealth has crafted an 
enhanced I/M program which meets the intent ot the Clean Air Act and we are encouraging the full implementation of this program. 

Enclosures (7) 

@erely, __ 

_ V. ""' ,__ 
Pet~. Kostmayer 
Regional Administrator 
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UN iTED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY NOV 2 5 1994 "" 

In closing, we believe the Commonwealth has crafted an 
enhanced I/M program which meets the intent of the Clean Air Act 
and we are encouraging the full implementation of this program. 

Enclosures (7) 

Sincerely, 

Peter H. Kostmayer 
Regional Administrator 

................. . ............... . 





L EUTENANT ~OVE~NOR·s OFFIC:: 
-~C.' .-. .,_ ~ ;·, I .. 10: , "'' l'; I 

, t •. : • ., _ •• : c ro··· ~ 

Oc tober 3 , 1994 

.. !""\P :1G n0r:~bl e ? .::>t::?r· :-\::>st:nayer 
· ~ '! q 1. on c1 1 \ <i m i n i. ::; l. r. a ::. o c 
~nv iro nmen ta i Protection Age~ · ! 
8 4 1 Chestn u t S treet 
Phi l ade lphi a , P A 19 10 7 

Dear Pe ter : 

for near ly two years, EPA has told Penn sylvania 
official s t hat if we attempted to deviate from the now-scheduled 
centra l i zed auto e missions and testing program, EPA wou l d impos e 
s anctions mandated by Congress in the Clean Air Act Amendments of 
1990 (t he CAA). These congressionally mandated sanctions i nclude 
the loss of federal highway funds, totaling nearly one billion . 
dollars pe r year, a nd offsets on industry emissions which would 
essent ially prohibit furthe r economic growth in Pennsylvan ia . 

I n the face of EPA's repea t ed t hreats of s uch draconian 
sanctions, Penn s y l vanians have had l ittle c hoice but t o comply. 
I nquiries i nto alternatives that I and other state officiols mod e 
during my tenure as Ac ting Governor were met only by curt 
r ecitals that sa nctions wou ld be imposed were the sla ted program 
c ha nged or delayed . 

In December 1993 I warned EPA Admi nistrator Carol 
Arowner that any special t reatment accorded Ca l ifornia but not 
Pennsylvania would result in the Pennsylvania legislature acting 
in early 1994 to repeal our auto emissions program. I had not 
c ounted, however, on the fact that the state senate would fall 
into Republican hands nnd so the legislative action I had 
predicted to repeal this onerous program would not occur u ntil 
the Republicans saw a chance to make a campaign issue of it after 
delaying action until late 1994. 

The Pennsylvania legislature has finally acted, however 
-- and the result has been that EPA has fo r the first time 
i ndicated a willingness to negot iate. As you know, in response 
to your published statements after the state Senate vote that you 
were will i ng to examine flexibility in EPA's position, I 
i mmediately contacted you to sit down face-to- face this week. 





I tha nk you tor this long-overdue opportu n ity tor Pennsylvania to negotiate changes in the program with appropria~e fed e ral o ffic i als - - but I want you to know going into the meeting what I and the people of Pe nnsy lvania expect: 

o EPA permission to lnstilule a hybrid, 
decentralized and/or test - and-repair system; 

o lowering o f t he ca p on ou t-of -pocket repair costs 
to consumers du e to the e mi ss i ons pr og ram to $ 125 
tram the cu rre nt $ 450; 

n "1 ({ ua r ant.ee that test fees '"i ll not r .i. se ::: •; 
~iyhe r t han ~ hos~ i n ~tfec t fo r PennsyL~an 1 ~·~ 
:urrent a uto -?ml~iS lons program, plus intlar.i o n; 

o removal of Pennsylvania from the Northeast Ozone 
Transport Commission r egion; and, 

o delay oC t ne o ns~t o f any new testiny program 
until July l, 1995 . 

We in Pennsylvania have made every attempt to act responsibly and comply with the mandate that Congress voted to .impose and which the EPA under President Bush put into effect. We e xpect our good f aith to be met by good faith on the part o f federal o fficials in responding to the growing perception in Pennsylvania t hat our state has been singled out for more onerous treatment than others, and that the congressionally-mandated emissions program must go. 

I appreciate your willingness to meet with me to see if we ca n togethe r push open the door that you have finally opened a crac k after your superiors so repeatedly slammed it i n 
Pennsylvania's face. 

Sincerely, 

//rL..--~ ~~ ~/ 
MARl< S. SINGEL 

Lieutenant Governor 





CONTROLLED CORRESPONDENCE 
FROM THE 

GOVERNMENT AFFAIRS BRANCH 

CONTROL NUMBER: AL9404196 

RECEIVED FROM/RESPOND TO: 

Honorable Arlen Specter 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 20510 

SUBJECf: Delaware Valley/Severe Ozone Nonattainment Area 

RECEIVED IN GAB: 9/6/94 

DATE DUE IN GAB: 09/15/94 

DATE SIGNED: SEP 21 1994 

RECErVEO 

~&~ 

J.11t B.ADlA 110N & tOXlCS 
,. Division 

DELIVERED TO THE CORRESPONDENCE CONTROL POINT IN BOlD ON: 9/06/94 
Air, Radiation and Taxies Division (Dottie Todd). 
Chesapeake Bay Program (Kim Lonasco) 
Environmental Equity (Dominique Lueckenhoff) 
Environmental Services Division (Gayl Solomon) 
Hazardous Waste Management Division (Alicia Walls) 
Office of External Affairs (Angela Cochnar) - DON WELSH 
Office of Policy and Management (Joan Kopper) 
Office of Regional Counsel (Geri DiSantis) 
Water Management Division (Louvinia Madison-Glenn) 

SPECIAL INSfRUCilONS: When responding to correspondence controlled to the Region from 
headquarters, please state (in the first paragraph of the response) that we are responding on behalf of 
whoever the letter was addressed to at headquarters. 





UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
Region Ill 

841 Chestnut Building 
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 19107 

Honorab le Arlen Specter 
United States Senate 
Washington, ~ . C . 2051v 

Dear Sena:or Specter: 

S EP 2 t !394 

I am responding to your letter of August 30, 1994 to 
Administr~ tor Browner transmitting the concerns of Mr. F. Karl Schauffele, President, Main Line Chamber of Commerce, regarding 
the o zone classification applicable to the Delaware Valley. The issues regarding the validity of the air quality data used to 
classify the Philadelphia ozone nonattainment area as "severe" 
have been raised earlier by PENJERDEL and others . In 1993, EPA 
reviewed two studies commissioned by PENJERDEL regarding the air 
quality data and attainment status of the Phildelphia ozone 
nonattainment area. Briefly, EPA concluded that the studies were flawed and subsequently met with PENJERDEL and its contractors to discuss the specific technical flaws of each of those studies. 
Enclosed, for your information, are copies of letters dated October 27, 1993 and February 4, _9 94 stating the reasons for 
EPA's conclusions regarding the PENJERDEL studies. 

EPA has concluded that the air quality data used to classify the Philadelphia ozone nonattainment area is accurate. The Clean Air Act requires that all "severe" ozone nonattainment areas, such as Phi ladelphia, implement an Employer Trip Reduction 
Program (ETRP), among other control measures. EPA believes that 
it is possible to implement ETRP in a flexible manner such that 
air quality is improved and businesses can continue to grow in the area. Certainly improving air quality and attaining the 
ozone standard is a benefit to all citizens in the Philadelphia area and woul d serve as a draw for businesses to the area. EPA 
would be eager to approve an attainment demonstration which uses 
EPA approved modeling and where emitting sources commit to 
permanent, quantifiable, and enforceable control measures to reduce emissions in Phi l adelphia so that the ozone standard is 
attained by the year 2005 or, on an accelerated schedule, so that the 5 tandard is attained by an earlier date. To date, EPA has 
not seen such an attainment demonstration. 





-- ... ~":-· --

I want to assure you that EPA and DER are working closely to 
develop a plan-which will ,get the Philadelphia nonattainment area 
to attainment of the ozone standard. We welcome the 

· of s such. as 
~ 

- ~ ::·;:-.--·-~: : ·--.:<L. __ -- ::- .. ~ ... ~~· 

· .. · ··- If" ·you· "have ·any -quest :tons ·or" coi'fi1'delft~·-p1ease feel' · free -~to· - ---· - ·--· · ~-:-· 
contact this office again. 

Sincerely, 

-- --/ · . . / '/ 
- - ~ '- l -.. · - ---~~~~ «. Kostmayer 

.~cRegional Administrator 

Enclosure 





UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

Region til 
841 Chestnut Building 

Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 19107 

J ames M. Salvaggio, Director 
3ureau o f Air Quality 
Penns ylvania Cepartment of Environmenta l Resources 
P.O. Box 8468 
Harrisburg, Pennsylvania 17105-8468 

Dear Mr. Salvaggio: 

OCT 2 7 1993 

This letter is in reply to your September 21, 1993 request 
that EPA respond to a report forwarded to the Pennsylvania 
Department of Environmental Resources (PADER) by PenJerDel, dated 
September 16, 1993, on the Philadelphia-Wilmington-Trenton ozorre 
nonattainment area, commonly referred to as the Philadelphia 
area. 

PenJerDel's report concludes that the Philadelphia ozone 
nonattainment area does not need to implement the Employer Trip 
Reduction (ETR) program because the area was incorrectly 
classified as severe based on an unreliable monitored ozone 
reading in Chester, Pennsylvania on September 11, 1989. 
According to PenJerDel, this monitored value should have been 
discarded because of traffic congestion on the day in question. 
PenJerDel also concludes that the next highest monitored ozone 
exceedance was in the serious nonattainment range, not severe. 
PenJerDel implicitly questions EPA's meth.odology on how ozone 
design values are calculated and offers other statistical tests 
to show that, using these other tests, the design value would not 
be in the severe nonattainment range. In support of a lower 
classification of "serious" for the Philadelphia nonattainment 
area, PenJerDel also asserts that the Philadelphia area can 
attain the ozone standard by November 15, 1999, which is the 
statutory deadline for serious ozone nonattainment areas. 

EPA has evaluated the PenJerOel report and determined that 
the facts do not support its conclusions. In the first instance, 
traffic congestion in the area of a monitor typically results in 
localized decreased ozone monitored values because of increased 
nitrogen oxide formation which scavenges ozone. ozone formation 
is a gradual pro~ess which would not be expected to occur at the 
site of the generation of the precursors, but instead, downwind 
from that site. Therefore, increased emission• from vehicle 
traffic around the Chester monitor might be expected to result in 
increased ozone readings at monitors downwind from Chester but 
not at the Chester monitor itself. 
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Philadelphia area. EPA continues to support the commonwealth i n 
the development of all programs needed to attain and maintain tha 
ozone standard in the Philadelphia severe ozone nonattainment 
area, including stationary, mobile and area source measures. If 
you have any questions about our analysis, please contact Ms. 
Marcia L. Spink, Chief, Air & Radiation Programs Branch at ( 215 ) 
597 -4 713 . 

Sincerely, 
/'1 1 ' ,_-I • 

' I 1?/1 LIU:i'). '::f?: ?(_ L: , __ 
~om~s J. Mas lany, Director 
Air, Radiation & Taxies Divis i~n 





ARLHI SrECTER 

Enited ~mtts ~rnatt 
WASHINGTON, DC 205 10- 3802 

August 30, 1994 

The Honora b l e Car ol M. Browner 
Admin istrator 
U.S. Env i ronme nta l Pr o t e ctio n Agen c y 
401 M Stre et , S . W. 
Washingto n , DC 20 460 

De ar Admi n istrator Br owne r: 

AGING 
JUDICIARY 

APPROPRIA fiONS 
VETERANS' AFFAIRS 

ENERGY ANO 
NATURAL RESOURCES 

I am writing to bring to your attention an i ssue that has 
arisen regarding the current air quality classification of the 
Delaware Valley as a "severe" ozone nonattainment area. 

I have enclosed a letter I received from F. Karl Schauffele, 
President of the Main Line Chamber of Commerce, which raises an 
important question as to the data utilized by the u.s . 
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) when it classified the area 
as "severe." Tests are being conducted in Pennsylvania to 
determine whether the area should be reclassified . 

Accordingly, I urge your personal and full review of the 
concerns expressed by the Main Line Chamber of Commerce. 

Sincerely, 

-~S : dr 

Enclos ure 

PRINTW ON RECYCl EO PAPER 





T he Main Line 

August 3, 1994 

C)ffi<.t: uf tht: Prc~icknl 

F 1\c::-1 Schaujfl'll' 

The Honorable Arlen Specter 
530 Senate Dirksen Office Building 
Washington D.C. 20510-3802 

Dear Senator Specter: 

Chamber of Co mmerce 

RE: Employer Trip Reduction Program 

The Board of Directors of the Main Line Chamber of Commerce on behalf of its members wish to register their grave concern with the current air quality classification of the Delaware Valley as "severe" non­attainment for ozone. For both economic development and health reasons, the classification must be· -changed to the improved "serious• category. 

As you know, the Main Line Chamber of Commerce represents over 1 ,250 businesses in areas of Montgomery, Chester and Delaware counties. Our Board has been monitoring the implications of the Employer Trip Reduction Program (ETRP) during the past year. Along with organizations like the 
PENJERDEL Council, we are clearly aware of the onerous potential for enforcement of the "severe" classification upon our member businesses. PENJERDEL has taken the lead by conducting two regional air quality studies last summer which challenged the data utilized by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) in arriving at the "severe" classification. The results of the studies indicated that the 
region's air quality classification may have been based on erroneous data and that the air quality 
classification and trends are suitable in the Delaware Valley to warrant the classification of "serious". which would be a substantial benefit to business. Such a change would not lessen efforts to improve the air quality standards, but would in fact accelerate the process. The different implications of the two classifications are substantial, and we suggest that you do everything in your power to insure that the data being relied upon by government agencies Is accurate and reliable. 

We believe that the ETRP (Employer Trip Reduction Program) mandate to control ozone levels that are based on questionable data will have a major impact on the sustainability of companies and the 
continuity of the workforce in our area. Enforcement of a program thaUs not needed in its current form. and threats of enforcement actions by DER for n non-compliance could cost businesses in the area millions of dollars in increased operating costs, and will surely result in the loss of jobs in the region. We are sure that creating jobs in the region is a goal you share with the Main Line Chamber of Commerce and other agencies, but before we can even begin to create new jobs, we must do everything in our power to maintain the existing jobs in the area. 

PENJERDEL, along with the Pennsylvania Governor's Economic Development Partnership and other interested parties, has begun a new series of tests designed to EPA's specifications. which they hope will satisfy the technical argument for reclassification. They plan to present this infonnation to EPA and DER this fall, and in tum, this could result in a shorter attainment schedule for reaching improved air quality standards. Under the proposed PENJERDEL program, improved air standards would be met by the year 1999 rather than 2005. 

155 E. Lancaster Ave. Wayne, PA 19087-3525 • Tel (215) 687- 6232 • Fax (2 15) 687- 8085 
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Employer Trip Reduction 
Aug11st 3, 1994 
Page -2-

While technical support is critical in our efforts to reclassify the region, we need your support in 
Harrisburg/Washington to help convince EPNDER that the enforcement mechanism for ETRP is 
onerous and that the Commonwealth and its agencies should do everything in their power to support 
efforts to keep jobs in Pennsylvania. 

We must not lose more businesses to states with a friendlier business climate, and we must do all we 
can to remove the sign of "severe non-attainment area" that currently hangs over our region for 
companies seeking to locate or expand in the Delaware Valley. 

Thank you very much for your support. 

Very truly,~'"' 1 • ~/} 
At '/ . '/ ~~ rli,~~~t/f -
F. Karl Schauffele p.c ~ 
President 





UNiTED STATES Et-tVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

Region Ill 
841 Chestnut Building 

Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 191 07 

Honorabl e Arl en Specter 
United States Senate 
Washington , D. C. 205 10 

Dea r Senator Specter: 

SEP 21 1994 

I a m r e sponding to your letter of August 30, 1994 to 
Admi nistrator Browner transmitting the concerns of Mr. F. Karl 
Schuf f ele, President, Main Line Chamber of Commerce, regarding 
t he oz one c lassification applicable to the Delaware Valley. The 
i ssues regarding the validity of the air quality data used to 
classify the Philadelphia ozone nonattainment area as "severe" 
have been raised earlier by PENJERDEL and others. In 1993, EPA 
reviewed two studies commissioned by PENJERDEL regarding the air 
quality data and attainment status of the Phildelphia ozone 
nonattainment area. Briefly, EPA concluded that the studies were 
f lawed and subsequently met with PENJERDEL and its contractors to 
d i scuss the specific technical flaws of each of those studies. 
Enclosed , for your information, are copies of letters dated 
October 27 , 1993 and February 4, 1994 stating the reasons for 
EPA' s conclusions regarding the PENJERDEL studies. 

EPA has concluded that the air quality data used to classify 
the Phil adelphia ozone nonattainment area is accurate. The Clean 
Air Act requires that all "severe" ozone nonattainment areas, 
such as Philadelphia, implement an Employer Trip Reduction 
Program (ETRP), among other control measures. EPA believes that 
it is possible to implement ETRP in a flexible manner such that 
air quality is improved and businesses can continue to grow in 
the area. Certainly improving air quality and attaining the 
ozone standard is a benefit to all citizens in the Philadelphia 
area and would serve as a draw for businesses to the area. EPA 
would be eager to approve an attainment demonstration which uses 
EPA approved modeling and where emitting sources commit to 
permanent, quantifiable, and enforceable control measures to 
reduce emissions in Philadelphia so that the ozone standard is 
attained by the year 2005 or, on an accelerated schedule, so that 
the standard is attained by an earlier date. To date, EPA has 

1 
not seen such an attainment demonstration. ~q~ 

Stahl 





UNITED STAT!S ~IRONMEMTAL PFIOTECTlON AGINCY 
W ASHJNGTOH, O.C. 204$0 

~c~o ~a~ l ~ ~cte =: ? . : 33e y 
; : 'C.: ~ r:--.. ~ ~ ~ : :: : :: :--.. .=-:. :. ·.,·;, :-.. :. ~ 
:a~= i = b,...: =;- , ;: ~ ~:-~~y l.·/ :;. ~ia :. -: : 20 

)ear Go~ernor C3sey : 

..... .... . 

THE ~INISTRA TCR 

I understa~d tha~ the Pennsyl vania Legislature ~ay be ::-eco~sidering t.:.e c~. ea:1 Ai r Act:' s rr.andatory enhanced vehicle inspection and ~aintenance ( I / M) ~rogram for the Commonwealth. \s you know, on August 31, 1 994 EPA promulgated Eederal approval of the .Commonwealth's I/M progr&m and lncorporated it into t~e State !~plementation Plan for ?ennsylvania . It is very important that the Commonwealth move .:orward to implement t:~is program. 

An eff~ctivc test-only ! / M program will substantially reduce both ground-level ozone and air taxies emi.ssions. Moreover, the ~cmmor.wealt~'s cest-only program has oeen designed to provide the "'naximum air qual:Lty be:1efit for the least cost to the people of ?e:t.n5yl ·.rani a . T h e Commonwealth's adoption and implementation of : his I / 11 program design lessens the burden of reducing ozone ~recursors placed on Pennsylvania' s b~siness and industrial ;ector . Because of the timely. submittal and approval of tha ·:ommor.wealt~' s e~hanced !/M program, t he mandatory offset and ·1ighway funding sanctions that would otherwise be imposed on the ·~mmor.wealth have been avoided. 

In c l osing I urge you to continue your efforts to ensure the i mplementation of the Commonwealth's enhanced I/M program and avoid any steps that would delay the program. Such a delay would ?lace the Commonwealth in jeopardy of mandatory Clean Air Act 3anctions t~at could affect the Commonwealth's opportunities for '!conomic growth. 

; I 
I 
i 
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UNITED STA iES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20460 

SEP I 6 1994 

Arthur A. Davis 
Secretary . 
Pennsylvania Oepa•tment ot 

Envi~onmentai Re sourc·lS 
MSSOB 16th Floor 
P. o . Box 20<iJ 
Harri25bUrg, PA 17105-2·163 

Dea r Mr. Davis: 

@ 00!!002 

orn~ oF 
AIR ANO MDIATION 

.!ohn S~it.z has; bri ~ted me on 'the recent rneetinq ot the ozone 

Transport Commis~ioners held in Newark, New Jersey . I have been 

followinq your actions ~losely and am mindful that the decision 

you make on September 27 will be very important in setting the 

future course tor NOx e'ntrol in the Northeast. I would like to 

commend the Ozone Trans?ort Commission (OTC) for the progress you 

have made thus tar in d~veloping a NOx oontrol strategy to 

addre~~ the wi despread ozone nonattainment preble~ i n your 

r e g ion. · 

.In your propos ed ~ox strategy, e•iss ion reducti on 

requiremants you are cc nsideri~g take two- forms, an emission 

limit expr essed in terD s of an emission rate (lbs NOx/mmBtu heat 

input) as well as a petcent reducti on from a bas eline leve l of 

emi s sions. The less strinqant f orm is deemed to govern. EPA 

woul d str ongly suppor t a NOX control strategy f or the ozone 

transport region whio~ has a t ar9et rate ot 0.15 lbs{mmBtu in 

2003. As you know, pro lirninary modeling shows that siqniticant 

NOx reduc tions, such a1 : w·ould be provided by a 0. 15 standard, 

will be necessary for 1teqional attainment. FUrther, EPA believeu 

that the phased approa• :h, which begins with inte~im reductions in 

·1999, would help make ;>roqress towards ti•ely attainment or the 

-o~one standard' in the : :-eqion' s "serious" ~reas. Wet a leo atronqly 

support including a reJional-scale 111arket-based emissions trading 

program as part the NOc control strategy as a •eanG of providing 

more cost-effective relucti ons. Such a program could also 

tncorporate incentives tor even earlier reductions. 

However, as John indicated at your aeetinq, EPA has some 

s erious concerns regarding the percent reduction aspect of your 

proposed NOx strategy. Whil• the percent reduction numbers you 

are con3iderinq · D~Y bE appropriate, we believe that issues 

surrounding the establi$hment ot clearly define~ source-specific 

bAselines could delay ~evelopment and/or i:mplelllentation of the 

final regulations and could result in fewer emissions reductions 

tlian currently antici) ·~ted. We do not believe EPA could approve 

Tn ' J 
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a State implementation pJan (SIP} revision which di~ not havQ 

objective and verifiable ba~elinec for oach affaeted source. 

When we review your MemoYandum or Understandinq and 5ubsequent 

SIP's, ve will be critic~lly examining the method by which theae 

baselines are determined. I encourage your technical staff to 

work with my Office of Aj r Quality Planning and Standards to 

define appropriate basel: nes as quickly and objectively as 

possible and to reliably quantify the reductions that may~be 

expected trom yo~r progr< ,xu. 

Once again, I would like to express s upport for ehe work the 

OTC i s doing to control · rox. We look fo:n~anl to working closely 

with you as you move !or tard toward the goal of attainment and 

maintenance of the ozone NAAQS. 

chols 
Administrator 
and Radiation 

cc: Environmental Commi: $icners of OTC 

cO'd 15~0092202 'ON Xv~ 
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RECEIVED John H. Rowe. Jr. 

Mr. David A1nold 
Philadelphia Regional Office 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
841 Chestnut Street 
Philadelphia, PA 19107 

~~~ 
Dear Mr. ~-h~d: 

June 22, 1994 Ozone & lt~obile Sou.roos 
Section (3.\.1'13) 

,. ... f,~ .. . . . . 
EPA, REGION III 

This is to let you know that we plan to release our final report on Pennsylvania's enhanced emissions inspection program at an LB&FC meeting on June 29. The meeting will begin at 9 a.m. in Room 8E-B of the Capitol East Wing. 

We would welcome a representative from the EPA to attend this meeting. I do not anticipate you would be asked to give fonnal testimony, but we would appreciate having someone who could answer questions that may arise. Please let me know before next Wednesday's meeting if anyone from the EPA will be able to attend our meeting. Thank you. 

PRD:alr 

cc: Keily Bunker 

Sincerely, 

Philip R. Durgin 
Executive Director 





UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTlON AGENCY 
Region Ill 

841 Chestnut Building 
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 19107 

Honorable Robert P. Casey 
Governor of Pennsylvania 
225 Main Capitol Building 
Harrisburg, Pennsylvania 17120 

Dear Governor Casey: 

The Clean Air Act, as amended in 1990 (CAA), establishes a 1umber of new requirements that must be met by areas that are designated nonattainment for the criteria air pollutants ozone. 

We commend the Department of Environmental Resources for the State Implementation Plan (SIP) elements that have been adopted and submitted to EPA. We consider these SIP submittals to be a high priority and will process them as quickly as possible. 

While we recognize that Pennsylvania has made substantial progress in meeting its obligations under the CAA, the SIP element due by the milestone date of May 15, 1994 has not been submitted. For the Clean Fuel Fleet Program (CFV) SIP revision, which is the subject of today's finding, this office intends to continue to work closely with the Department of Environmental Resources to undertake all necessary efforts to ensure its submittal as soon as possible in order to avoid the 
implementation of sanctions. 

By today's letter, EPA is notifying Pennsylvania that pursuant to section 179(a) EPA has made a finding of failure to make a required plan submission for the establishment of a clean fuel vehicle program for certain fleets pursuant to sections 
182(c) (4) (A) and 246 of the CAA . Sections 182(c) (4) (A) and 246 require that a SIP be formally submitted within 42 months after enactment, or by May 15, 1994, that provides for the phase-in purchase ot clean fuel vehicles by a certain fleet operator in the Philadelphia severe ozone nonattainment counties of 
Philadelphia, Bucks, Montgomery, Delaware, and Chester. In general, such findings are being made for states that have failed to make a submittal, have not approved final rules, or documents, or have not held public hearings as required under sections 110(a) (2) and 110(1), 40 CFR 50.102 and 40.103(a). 
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For this finding of failure to submit, i f Pennsylvania has not made a complete submittal of the identi fi ed program (s) within 1 8 months of this letter, EPA will be mandated to use it s a uthority under section 179(a) to impose at least one sanction identified in section 179 (b ) in the affected nonattainment area (s) . If the failure to submit is not corrected within six months of imposition of the fi rst sanct ion , the second s a nction will be automatically imposed. EPA also has discretionary authority under section 110(m) to impose sanctions based on t he State's failure to make a required submittal . In addition, section 110 (c ) of the Act requires EPA co promulgate a ?ederal Implementation Plan (FIP ) no later than 2 years afcer a finding is made under section 179 (a ) . 

Once EPA has made a finding o f failure to submi t a required SIP revision or p l an element, determined a submittal t o be incomplete or disapproved a submit t ed plan, EPA wil l not impose mandatory sanctions if within 18 months a f ter the date of the finding or disapproval EPA finds that the State has submi tted a complete plan or, in the c ase of a disapproval, EPA takes final approval action on submitted corrections to the deficiencies f o r which the plan was disapproved . If Pennsylvania makes a complete submittal within that 18-month period the sanctions clock wil l be s topped . 

I emphasize that the finding made implies no judgement as to State i n tent; it i s mere ly a statement of fac t that EPA is required to make under the CAA . EPA takes very seriously it s responsibility to administer the CAA in a fair and j ust manner, and this f inding is an exercise of that r espons ibility. 

: look forward to working closely with you and your staff to ensur= that the CAA requirements are met in a timely and effective manner without adverse consequences. 

Sincerely, 

?~~ 
/~ Peter H. Kostmayer 
~~Regional Administrator 

cc: Honorable Arthur A. Davis, Secretary 
Pennsylvania Department of Environment~! Resources 

Honorable Howard Yerusalim, Secretary 
Pennsylvania Department of Transportation 

Honorable Catherine W. Cowan, Deputy Secretary Air and Waste Management 
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JameS-~ . Salvaggio, Director 
Bureau of Air Quality Control 

David S. Gendell, P.E. 
Regional Administrator 
Federal Highway Adminstration 
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DAT E: 
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June 21, 1 99 ~ 
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REGIONAL 

AtR 
MANAGEMENT 

AssociATION 11 s Pine Street 
Htrrtebura, PA 11101 

717 -232·1 9E 
717-232-2018 (Fa: 

DATE: 

TO: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

June 16, 199• 

Ron Chleboakl, Allegheny Co. 
Darryl Tyler, DE 
Don Wambagans, DC 
Merrylin Zaw-Mon, MD 
John Elaton, NJ 
Alan Klimek, NC 
J lm Salvaggio, P A 
Bob Ostrowalcl, Philadelpyh· . 
Pam Faggert, VA 

James K. Hambright ~ 
Executive Director y 
Future Air Issues 

JU~J 16 1994 

. . .... .. -· . ....... , ....... . 

At a June 15, 1994 Emiuion Trading Demonstration Project luncheon speech John Bachman, EPA OAQPS, predicted that EPA would chanae tho national ozone ambient air quality standard witbin the next 12 to 1• months. He believes that the new standard will probably be 0.08 ppm 0, averJied over 8 hours. If that happens, there would be a new SIP compliance deadline established which would be 10 yean from the promulgation of the new standard. The changed standard would obvlat.e the clwification system established in Title I of the current CAA. John did not know how EPA would treat the existing SIP requiremenu. He projected that EPA would try to keep all the existina SIP requitemeats in place and that they would also maintain the 3 ~ RFP requirement in order to wure continued proareu toward attalnmont. He Indicated that a new compliance deadllne for the new standard would probably be about 2010 wlth new compliance SIP• due sianificantly before that point in time. 

During the talk John also stated that EPA is pursuinalts PM,0 study. If PM10 turns out 
to be the major health problem that they think it ia, he believes that tbo control proJram will tum out to be bigger than ozone control. A lot of the additional control would be for SOx and NOx which are precunor1 for fine particulate. 

For you who like to plan ahead for 10-20 years, these are isauea to which you should be alvlng serious consideration. 

Poat-IC Fax Nota 7671 Oate 

Phone • 

I 
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OZONE EXCEEDANCES IN ALLEGHENY COUNTY FROM 1988 THROUGH 6/23i94 
FOR THE 8-HOUR STANDARD BEING DISCUSSED BY EF'A AND 
FOR THE PRESENT 1-HOUR STANDARD 
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vs. tact 
You \re heard the rumors. Here are the facts 

about the new Auto Emissions Test. 
M~: 
Pennsylvania doesn't have an 
air pollution problem. 

Myth: 
Industry, not motor vehicles, 
is the biggest contribUior to 
the a ir pollution problem . 

Myth: 
86 test centers a re not enough to 
test 3 million vehicles per year. 

Myt4: 
The new 'E-Check test will mean 
taking a day off from work and 
waiting in long lines. 

Myth: 
Motorists a re going to have to 
spend H50 for repairs if they 
fail the test. 

Myth: 
The new test CtDters will put auto 
repair facilities out of business. 

~~:facilities won't be able 
to assure a successful retest­
creating the ~ping pong" effect , 
bouncing motorists betwetD the 
'E-Check CtDter and repair facility. 

Myth: 
Other states are getting a better 
deal from the 'EPA concerning 
centraliud vs. decentraliud auto 
emissions testing. 

Fact: 
The U.S. Enmonmemal Protection Agency (EPA) has detenmned that 35 states throughout the 
Unaed States have fa1led to meet the air quality health standards established by the Clean Atr 
Act amendments of 1990. Many areas of Pennsylvania exceed those standards, exposmg 
millions of people to higher nsks of lung and resptratory disease and other health problems. 
Extremely hazardous atr quality has been recorded in Pennsylvania at least nine umes this 
summer alone. 

Fact: 
Every day m Pennsylvama, cars and trucks dri,·e a total of O\'er 240 mtlhon mtles. spew1ng 
more than 8.000 tons of pollutants mto the atr. ~lore than 8 m1lhon gasoline-powered vehtcles 
account for approximately one th1rd of all pollutants (as much as 90% of the carbon monox1de l 
that cause smog and comnbute to resptratOI)' Illness. Most emtss1ons from motor \'~htcles are 
Jn\1Stble and odorless. A successful auto emtsstons test program \\111 reduce these emtsstons 

Fact: 
Some s1mple anthmeuc dtsproves thts myth. Each Jane in an E-Check center l5 capable of 
tesung 12 vehtcles per hour. Since there \\111 be 287 tesung Janes. operaung at 60 hours per 
week for 50 weeks dunng the yea r. the network of 86 E-Check Centers \\111 have a capaetty of 
10.3 mtlhon veh tcles per yea r (more than proJected for the year 200\). For the years 1995 and 
1996. roughly 3 mtlhon vehicles will be tested each year. As the stmple amhmeuc shows. there 
ts ample capacity now and in the future to provide quick, conventent emissiOns tesung. 

Fact: 
The E-Check Centers \\111 be open six days a week, with 60 hours of operation, mcluding 
mornings. evemngs and Saturdays. You can go to the E-Check Center of your choice whenever 
it's convemem for you, and you or your mechantc \\111 not need to make an appotmment. The 
test-which is only required every other year-takes 12 minutes. 

Fact: 
Approximately 20% of all vehicles tested are excessive polluters and are expected to fa1l. If you 
properly matmain your vehicle, it should pass. The EPA esumates that motonsts wtll spend an 
average of $120 for necessary repairs. S450 is the maximum that a vehtcle owner \\111 spend on 
repatrs in the E-Check program. Vehicles that have been repaired to pass the test \\111 also 
pro,1de tmproved gas mileage and longer hfe. consequently. sa\1ng the motonst money. 

Fact: 
Auto repair facthties will repair vehicles that fatlthe emiSSions test and wtll also commue to 
perfonn the state safety irtspections. The E-Check Centers are prohibited by contract \\1th the 
Depanmem of Trartsponation from performing any repairs as a consumer protecuon measure. 
Motorists can take thei r vehicle to any independent repair facility for necessary repairs. 

Fact: 
Most vehtcles (8 out of 10) will pass the test the first time. Mo~t of the vehicles that fail the test 
will require simple engine tune-ups or repatrs. Only those vehtcles \\1th severe polluuon 
problems may need to be retested more than once. To mirumize retests. Envirotest is offering 
the repair industry training and education on the test process. the most cost-effective repairs. 
common causes for fat lure, and methods for checking the car after repairs. Techmcal advice 
will only be a phone call away. at Envirotest's Repair Hotline staffed by ASE-cemfied mechanics. 

Fact: 
Not so. In fact. 16 of 22 states that are required to implement enhanced auto emissions 
programs have chosen a centralized program similar to Pennsylvania's. California's program 
(which has been praised by some) will be more costly to motoris~timates range from S30 
to SSO per test-and cost millions in taXpayer dollars for enforcement. At a cost of $17-$22 
every other year, Pennsylvania's program is an effective, less costly way to satisfy the EPA 
mandate to reduce auto emissions. 

The fact is, the 'E-Check program, bcgi.nning in january 1995, is the most cost-effective and convmic:nt way to achieve the auto 
emissions· tedilctions required by the federal Clean Air Act. You will enjoy peace of mind knowing that the test is accurate and 
unbiased, aDd that the 'E-Check Centers will not profit from auy repair work.. 'E-Chcck ... it's the best program for cleaner air. 

AulD-.-...lo a r<qUir<m<IU of tbc (cd<noJ 
-~AJmcr (E1'A). 





UNrTED STATES ENV1RONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

REGION • 
841 Cha8lrU Building 

~~19107~1
 

Honorable Arthur A. Davis, Secretary 

Department of Environmental Resources 

Commonwealth of Pennsylvania 

Fulton Building, 9th Floor 

3rd & Locust Streets 

P .O. Box 2063 
Harrisburg, Pennsylvania 17105-2063 

Dear Mr. Davis: 

j • ~ '-' u j • !• , -, ~. ·' ·r,4 
...., ,, vJ IJ ... • 

On March 30, 1994, EPA received an official addendum to the 

Pennsylvania Inspection and Maintenance (I/M) State 

Implementation Plan (SIP) revision. This addendum included 

portions of the I/M contractors proposal. We have reviewed the 

addendum and determined that certain portions of the contractors 

proposal are not necessary in order to process the SIP. We 

believe that these documents have the potential to be proprietary 

and therefore we are returning this material to you. The 

portions of the contractors proposal that are being returned are 

as follows: 

Tab 2 - All pages 
Tab 4 -Pages 5-7, 9- 26, 29 - 68, 76-87, 91-100, 113-132, 

137-138, 142-174, 228 - 242, 253-265, 297 - 336, 

339-420, 427-434, 439-440 and all appendices. 

Tab 5 -Pages 7, 23-40, 55-146, 173-180, 185-192 and 

all appendices 

r ab 8 - Pages 3-6, 11-33 and 35-219 

Tab 9 - Pages 8, Appendix A 

Tab 10 - Pages 3-103 and 106 

If you have any questions, please contact me at (215) 597-

9390 or your staff may contact Kelly Bunker at (215) 597-4554. 

Sincerely, 

Enclosure 

cc: Howard Yerusalirn, PADOT 





UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

Region Ill 
841 Chestnut Building 

Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 19107 

Honorable Arthur A. Davis, Secretary 
Departaent of Environmental Resources 
Commonwealth of Pennsylvania 
Fulton Building, 9th Floor 
3rd & Locust Streets 
P.O. Box 2063 
Harrisburg, Pennsylvania 17120-2063 

Dear Mr. Davis: 

This will acknowledge receipt of your March 30, 1994 letter 
transmitting an official addendum to the Pennsylvania Inspection 
and Maintenance (I/M) State Implementation Plan (SIP) revision. 

Kelly Bunker has been assigned to be the project officer of 
your submittal. If we can be of further assistance, please 
contact me at (215) 597-4713, or David Arnold, Chief, Ozone and 
Mobile Sources Section, at (215) 597-4556. 

Sincerely, 

i , hief 
Radiation Programs Branch 

Priltltd on Rtcycltd Papu 
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

WASHINGTON. D.C. 20460 

APR 6 1994 

P. 37 fit -1 tf 

Ofi'ICE OF 

H :morable Robert p. Casoy AIR AND RADIATION 

G)vernor of Pennsylvania 
H\rrisburg, PA 17120 

,t ~ar Governor Casey: 

we have recently received a decision from the U.S. Court of 

Jppeals which affects committal state implementation plans 

ISI P's). I wanted to share this. decision and its potential 

5mpacts with you since it in effoct overrides earlier 

J:nvironmental Protection Agency (EPA) guidance. The result of 

1he decision could be imposition of Clean Air Act (Act) sanctions 

en states earlier than anticipated. (The Act provides for two 

l.inds of sanctions for failures in the SIP process: the first is 

n r equirement that major new and modified industrial sources 

c>f f set new emissions at a 2-to-l ratio; the second is a 

· )rohibition on Federal highway funds.) The most immediate effect 

· till be on States that submitted committal SIP's for 

Lnspectionjmaintenance (I/M) programs required by the Act but it 

nay also affect States that have not submitted other required SIP 

?r~grams. We will work with you to try to get the SIP submittals 

in and approved as quickly as possible and to minimize the 

~ffects of the decision. 

On March 8, 1994, the u.s. Court of Appeals for the District 

of Columbia Circuit issued a one-paragraph order (see Enclosure 

l) that addressed EPA's previously issued guidance concerning 

committal SIP's. (Such a ·SIP would have contained a commitment 

t o adopt the necessary ~easures in enforceable form and ·submit 

them to EPA by certain dates in the future. The EPA believed, at 

the time, that the Act provided the authority to grant States the 

f l exibility to defer the adoption of the•e programs for a limited 

pE;:riod.) 

While your State has not submitted such a commitment, you 

should be aware that the order may affect tho timetable for 

imposition of sanctions where a finding has been made. The order 

indicates that an opinion explaining the Court's reasoning will 

be issued at some indefinite point in the future. Shortly, we 

plan to ·seek clarification on the issue of the sanctions 

t i metable. In seeking clarification, our principal goal is to 

minimize the impact of the Court order on states that submit 

complete programs. 

Since the Court has not yet issued ite opinion explaininq 

the reasoning underlying its order, we cannot now identify the . 

~recise consequences of the order. Until the Court has provided 

(}0. Reeyeled/Reeyclabte 
T).-~ Plfnted with Soy!Cano~ Ink on ~,....that 

'09 contalna at Jt&f150% rwq~ nw 
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i~s reasoning in a written opinion, we cannot predict the 

p ,)tential consequences ot the Court order for other required SIP 

p~ograms beyond the c~mmittal SIP programs that were the subject 

ot the lawsuit. 

p. 38 

Given this uncertainty, even though your state did not 

submit a committal SIP, it would be to your state's advantage to 

complete action as soon as possible on all ot the SIP programs 

for which the Act's submittal deadline has passed and adopted 

rules have not yet been submitted to EPA (see Enclosure 2 for a 

list of outstanding SIP submittals). As noted earlier, I will in 

turn work to ensure that EPA expedites action on the SIP's it is 

currently processing and others as soon as possible after we 

r:ecei ve them. 

The EPA Regional Office will be following up with your 

fmvironmental director to expeditiously clarify the exact 

~onsequences of the court order for your State. This new 

development poses a significant challenge to all of us. While we 

;~re seeking further clarification from the Court about the exact 

-~amifications of this order, we felt it was important to notify 

rou of the Court's action and potential consequences. We will 

ior k closely with your environmental program staff to provide any 

issistance we can to help the State develop and submit the 

required programs to minimize any sanction consequences and to 

!chieve our ultimate goal of attaining the air quality. standards. 
,/ 7 

Enclosures 

Since~ely you.r& ' · / 

/1 . I I • , • i 

i . . · / ,. I 

. irt--r; v{ / > ,'f(/rl( 
Mary D. Richols· 
Assistant Administrator 

for Air and Radiation 
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. . 
ENCLOSURE 1 

anittb ~tates Court of ~eals 

·. 
No. ~2.:.1696 

v. 

. . . 

September Term, .1993 

, .. o>tatesCourtof Appeal .. 
the Cbtrict d ~~ ateuit 

.LED MAR 08 1t94 
RON GARVIN . 

Cl£Rl( 

Before: MlKVA., Chief Judge, WALD AND BENDbsoN, CiTadt Judgu. 

; 

Petitioner Natural Resuwc:cs Meuse~ Ine. (NRDC) dmllenge9 YUiouJ 
aspeds of a fipa1 "'emsking of the En'riromn.entaJ Protection ~y ~A),. 
•rznspettionl Maintenance ~ ~ulnments," 57 Fed. Reg. 52,950 (lm), 

·including EPA's regulation petlllittin; COQQi~ appl"'WW or eertai4 ·~~ttal" 
State Implementation Plans (SIPs) lmder section UD(k)(4) of tb~ 1990 iUUU~dments 
to tho Clean Ail' Act, 42 U.S.C. f '74.10(k)(4). See S'7 FeeL Reg. at 53,003 (c:oWfit4 

· at 40 C.F.R. I !1.3'1%(b)); ue IZlso S1 Fed. Re:. af !2,97()...71. For nasoDS we will 
fully~ out 1n a .suMequent o}'imoa, we eodc:fude that EPA1s eoildltiol:l9l app.roYal . 
Teaulation b coatraryto law 1111<1 has improperly cleblyed SIPsubmlssl01m beyond the 
statutory CQdUntt. To prevent fu11hef delay in Implementing the statutorily 
man&aeea ~we tiiteetEPA to retiew dllc! tither a~pro'ft or disappt"Ove uo ~ 
tbQD. July ,15, m4 ~baste and etlhan~ l.o.spl!dion and nsalo.teuance SIPs it has 
alnady E'eCeiTed. In addition, we anficlpate that those :states t~ have DOt submitted 
SIPs intima for approval by th~ July 15, J994 ~eadline wlU be subject to sa.Jidion 
pnrsuaut to 4l u.s.c. 11509. 

. PuCuriam 





OFFICE Of' 

SECRETARY Of' TRANSPORTATION 

COMMONWEA LTH OF PENNSYLVANIA 

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

HARRISBURG. PENNSYLVANIA 17120 

March 18, 1994 

Mr. David L. Arnold, Chief, Ozone & Mobile 
Source Section 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
401 M Street, S.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20460 

Dear David: 

EPA. RiGION ttl 

Thank you very much for all of your help in preparing us for 
explaining the differences between Pennsylvania's and California's 
tentative Enhanced Inspection and Maintenance Programs . I believe 
it was very clear to our Legislators that they are not interested 
in adopting the California Program for Pennsylvania. 

Thank you very much also for taking the time out of your busy 
schedule and coming to Harrisburg to make a presentation and answer 
questions presented by key members of our Legislative Committees 
who have been the most outspoken regarding the Enhanced Inspection 
and Maintenance Program. 

The good news is that our Senate recessed until April 11, 
1994, without taking any action on their bill that would have 
rescinded my ability to complete the implementation of the Program. 
We will see what happens when they return in April, but I believe 
that we may have slowed down this rush that was so prevalent just 
one week ago. 

It is true partnerships like those between U.S. DOT, Federal 
Highway Administration, EPA, State Departments of Transportation 
and Envi ronmental Resources (Environmental Protection) that are 
going to go a long way toward cleaning up our air and providing 
responsible transportat ion programs. 

Sincerely, 

Howard Yerusalim, P.E. 
Secretary of Transportation 





cc: Rodney Slater 
Mary Nichols 





UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

Region Ill 
841 Chestnut Building 

Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 19107 

Mr. James M. Salvaggio, Director 
Department of Environmental Resources 
Bureau of Air Quality Control 
Commonwealth of Pennsylvania 
Market Street Office Building, 12th Floor 
400 Market Street 
P.O. Box 8468 
Harrisburg, Pennsy1 17105-8468 

Dear Mr. S~i !, 

MAR 1 ~ 1994 

EPA is in t e process of reviewing the Pennsylvania motor 
vehicle inspecti and maintenance (I/M) State Implementation 
Plan (SIP) whic as submitted on November 5, 1993. Page 52 of 
the SIP text ind1cates that "when the award is made to a 
contractor, their written technical specifications for test 
equipment to be used in the program will be submitted as an 
amendment to the SIP". In addition, during our review of the I / M 
SIP, it was determined that portions of the federal I/M 
requirements were proposed to be met through certain actions 
discussed in the Pennsylvania I/M Request for Proposals (RFP), 
which was submitted as part of the SIP. However, these actions 
can only be confirmed through review of the selected contractor's 
proposal . Consequently, Pennsylvania must formally submit the 
relevant portion of the contractor's proposal and a copy of the 
signed contract so that EPA can confirm the following: 

1 . Short wait times, convenience requirements and testing of 
all vehicles presented during station operating hours (see 
pages 18-20 of RFP), 

2. How fleets will be tested (see page 20 of RFP), 

3. Written technical specifications for all test equipment 
which includes acceptance testing criteria and procedures 
for periodic preventive maintenance of all equipment (see 
page 52 of SIP text), 

4. Real-time data link (see page G-1 of RFP), 

5. Quality control of waiver issuance (see pages 22-23 of 
RFP) I 

PrillJuf en Ru:,cled Paper 
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6. How contractor will allow for quality assurance audits by 
Pennsylvania Department of Transportation (PADOT) (see page 
24-26 of RFP), 

7. Contractor will provide formal training program to PADOT 
auditors and details of formal training to be provided (see 
page F-2 of RFP), 

8. Data collection, analysis and reporting (see Appendix G 
of RFP and pages 90-94 of SIP text), 

9. contractor will provide formal training to inspectors 
including details of training to be provided (see Appendix F 
of RFP) , 

10. Contractors public information program (see Appendix E 
of RFP), 

. 11 . Establishment of a hotline service, development of a 
course for the purpose of training repair technicians in 
diagnosis and repair of motor vehicle emission control 
systems and implementation of "Train the trainers" seminars 
(see Pages D-5 through D-8 and Appendix P of the RFP), 

12. General requirements, enforcement and reporting 
requirements of compliance with recall notices (see pages 
23-24 of RFP) and 

13 . Detailed description of on-road testing program, 
methods for collecting, analyzing and reporting the results 
of the on-road testing program and staffing of the on-road 
testing program (see pages 114-115 of SIP text). 

We understand that the I/M contract was not signed until, 
November 17, 1993, which was after the November 5, 1993 submittal 
date of the Pennsylvania I/M SIP. However, to date we still have 
not received the promised addendum to the submittal which 
includes selected portions of the contractors proposal and the 
signed contract . If the signed contract and portions of the 
contractor's proposal addressing the above listed items are not 
formally submitted as an addendum to the Commonwealth's November 
5, 1993 submittal by April 15, 1994, we will have no alternative 
but to begin the process of a limited approval/limited 
disapproval of the enhanced I/M SIP. EPA Region III anticipates 
completing the notice by May 1, 1994 at which time it would be 
forwarded to Headquarters for publication. 
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If you have any questions, please contact me at (215) 597 -
4713 or your staff may contact Kelly Bunker at (215) 597-4554. 

Branch 




